Igo  W.  Toabe,  Esq., 
Ul7  Main  Street 
Chatham,  Massachusetts 

Dear  fir.  Toabe: 


DANIEL  J.  BUCKLEY,  JR. 
Attorney-At-Law 
661  Massachusetts  Avenue 
Arlington  7U,  Mass. 


November  28,  1956. 


In  reply  to  your  letter  of  November  20,  1956,  you  are  correct  in 
your  impression  that  my  clients  have  received  payment  for  parcels  29,  29a  and 
29b  in  the  amount  of  $363.00.    It  would  be  considered  that  they  were  equitably 
treated  if  your  people  would  allow  them  another  &200.00,  which  would  only 
approximately  equal  the  assessment  of  $560.00  on  which  the  Larkins  had  been 
paying  taxes. 

So  that  there  will  be  no  misunderstanding  of  the  matter,  after 
your  failure  to  reply  to  my  letter  and  when  one  of  the  other  claimants  moved 
for  payment,  I  attended  the  court  session  hoping  you  would  be  present  and 
that  something  could  be  worked  out.    When  you  were  not,  rather  than  keep 
the  matter  going  endlessly,  I  discussed  things  with  counsel  for  the  moving 
party  and  agreed  not  to  oppose  his  motion  if  he  would  await  payment  until 
I  determined  if  I  could  successfully  make  claim  to  the  parcels  set  off  on 
the  United  States  Attorney's  drawing  to  Elijah  Bearse.    I  was  able  to  do  so. 

I  selected  the  Elijah  Bearse  parcels  because  my  client's  title 
comes  through  Elijah  Bearse  through  Reuben  Bearse  and  Anna  Bearse,  Elijah 
Bearse  having  taken    through  Joshua  Bearse.    However,  from  the  abstract  of 
title  in  my  possession,  the  interest  from  Joshua  Bearse  and  before  was  an 
undivided  interest  in  a  large  tract  rather  than  any  small  separately  set 
off  parcel.    For  example,  the  whole  Elijah  Bearse  parcel  shows  on  the  draw- 
ing as  less  than  the  2U0  acres  for  which  my  clients  were  assessed.    It  was 
simply  a  case  of  making  the  best  of  a  bad  situation.    I  do  not  blame  any 
of  the  parties  involved  for  what  appears  to  be  an  unequitable  division  but 
am  at  a  loss  to  understand  from  my  abstract  just  how  the  government  was  able 
to  set  off  various  parcels  and,  especially,  in  doing  so,  how  Elijah's  share 
could  be  so  small. 

Our  claim  to  parcel  28  would  not  be  a  claim  to  it  as  such  but  a 
claim  that  we  have  a  portion  of  Joshua  Y.  Bearse' s  three-fifths  undivided 
interest  in  Monomoy,  which  according  to  descriptions  in  deeds  such  as  the 
deed  for  NehemLa  Doane,  et  al  to  David  Bearse,  recorded  with  Barnstable  Deeds, 
Book  10,  Page  126,  stretched  from  Steward's  Knoll.    The  government's  drawing 
shows  Steward's  Knoll  to  be  just  above  Parcel  28.    Since  the  property  had 
never  been  partitioned,  we  owned  some  undivided  part  of  parcel  28  just  as 
others  properly  owned  some  undivided  part  of  parcels  29,  29a  and  29b  that  we 
have  been  paid  for. 

As  you  know,  my  hope  had  always  been  that  all  major  claimants 
could  get  together,  talk  it  over,  and  split  the  entire  amount  involved  in 
some  equitable  way.    This  had  never  occurred.    If  at  present,  your  clients 
feel  it  equitable  to  pay  us  an  additional  $200.00  on  the  basis  of  your  know- 
ledge of  the  title  situation  and  this  letter,  we  shall  be  pleased  to  dispose 
of  matters  in  this  fashion.    If  not,  and  you  have  a  reasonable  explanation 
of  why  we  should  not  be  so  considered  and  will  drop  me  a  line  giving  it  to 
me,  I  am  sure  that  we  will  try  to  be  fairminded.    It  has  never  been  my  in- 
tention to  be  a  dog  in  the  manger  with  this  thing  but  only  to  make  some  effort 
to  see  that  my  clients  came  out  somewhere  near  faily. 

I  shall  be  glad  to  hear  further  from  you  with  respect  to  your  views. 

very  truly  yours, 


/S/  Daniel  J.  ^uckley,  Jr. 


